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- Central Administrative Tribunal /?
HYDER‘%\BAD BENCH : AT HYDERABAD

O.A. No. 138/91

Date of Decisic_|)n: 13=2-91

T.A.No. ‘i
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PeJitioner.
| Advocate for the
| petitioner (s)
: Versus I'
i‘u |
Re?l,‘pondent.
| Advocate for the
Respondent (s)
|
! W
CORAM : |
THE HON'BLE MR. B.N. YVICE-CHAIRMAN !

THE HON’BLE MR. D.SU&LYA RAD : MEMBER (3D ICIAL) ‘

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see

2. To be referred to lh(i: Reporter or not ? NO
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the Judgement ? ~°

3. Whether their Lordsl;lips wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ? Y

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of thel

5. Remarks of Vice Chairman on columns 1,2,4

Tribunal 2 ™ °

(To be submitted to|Hon’ble Vice Chairman where he is not on the Bench)
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

DA 138/91, Date of Judgment: 13-2-1991,

M.AWa jid
sseApplicant

Us,

1. The Superintendent of Police,
Central Bursau of Investigation,
Kachiguda, Hydesrabad. ]

2. The District Employment Officer
(Technical), Musheerabad, Hyderabad.

.« sRespondents

Counsel for the Applicant : Mrs.Shahnaaz Sultan

Counsel for the Respondents : Shri Maram Bhaskar Rao, Addl.CGSC
Shri O.Pandurangs Reddy, Spl.
counsel for AP Stata.

CORAM:

THE HON'BLE SHRI B.N.JAYASIMHA ¢ VICE-CHAIRMAN
THE HON'BLE SHRI D.SURYA RAD ¢ MEMBER (JUDL)

(Judgment of the Oivision Bench delivered by
Hon'ble Shri D.Surya Rao, Member (3J) ).

The applicant herein states that he is qualified
for appointment to the post of light motér‘wehkcla driver
in 1st Resgpondents organisation, The 2nd respondent i.e.
the Oistrict Employment Exchange has not sponsored his nams,
The applicantlstates that his registration No. isT/2482/90.
Applicant alsp states that he m“’; &—s/sed the SSC exami-
nation in the year 1989 and holds license for light motor
vehicle, Since he is fully qgualified, he is entitled for
consideration, An allggation is made that the persons
spongored by the 2nd Respondent do not possess the necessary

qualification,

2. We have heard the arguments of Smﬁ;IShahnaz Sulthana,

&
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learned counsal for the applicant, Shri Naram Bhaskar Rao,

learned standing counsel for the Central Government and Shri
D.Pandurange Reddy, special counsel for the A.P.State Govern-
ment , who have taken notice at the ..stage of admissions It
is clear from the averments maae in the application that
the applicant who was registersd only in the year 1960 is
sesking to be sponsored by the employment exchange for sslec~-
tion to the post of Light motor vehicle driver in the 1st
Respondents organisation, He has not avered in his applica-
tion that any of.his juniors have been sponsored by the
District Employment Exchange. The only ground put-forthi by
him whersby hs seeks to assail the sponsoring of others is
that those persnhs are not duly qualified, Howsver this
averment has not been substantiated by any material. This
allegation can be considered and would arise onity if the
1st Respondent selects un-qualifisd persons. The applicant
oo B— '
hanguerred that hs has a right to be considered for the
selection., The applicant states that he has registered him-
self in the year 1990. Hence if persons . . genior to
him in the registration have been sponsored he cannot have
any grievanca. As already stated supra the applicant does
not asiegs that his juniors were sponsored and so the only
inference that we can draw is that persons senior toc him

were sponsored. It is well-sstablished that the Employment

Exchange maintains a list of the persons registered with

&
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them according to their date and yea£ of registration and
rectricts the number of persons to be sponsoreq having
regard to the Uacéncies notified.c  Soch a procedure cannot
be held tc be discriminatory eor invalid and therefare the
applicant cannot insist that he should have been spongored,
For these reasons the applicant has not made out any case
for granting him the relief praye?. In these circumstances
the application is dismissed. anorder as to costs.
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(B.N.JAYASIMHA) - (D.SURYA RAD)
Vice~Chairman Member (3J)
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Dated: 13th February, 1991, ng}égggiQ»ww\m*\

Dictated .in Open Court 3j§) . QQirJPE“”“
f | 1 30

avl/
To

1. The Superintendent cf Police, .
Central Bureay of Investigationh,Kachigudaw, HySerabad.

2. The District Empleoyment Officer (Technical},
Musheerabad, FHyderabad. '

3. Cne Copy to Mrs.Shahnaaz Sultana, Advocate,
Helos 2-2~763, Kachiguda, Hyderabad.

4, Cne Copy to Mr.Naram Bhaskara Rao, Addl,.CCSC,A.T., Hyderabad.
5. Cne Copy to Mr,D.Panduranga Reddy, Spl.Counsel for State of A,P,

6. Cne 3Spare CoOpYe.

VGE,
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYIERABAD BENCH HYDERABAD
THE HON'BLE MR,B.N.JAYASIMHA : V.C.
, AND /
THE HON'BLE MR.D.SURYA RAO ; M(J)
AND
! T : URTY:M(J)
_AND-—
THE—HON'BEE MR R BALASUBRAMANTANIMA) - N
Dated: |}~ 2 1991, : ' .
OREER / JUDGMENT: -
; NO.
e
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Ahm‘tted and Interim directions
issded.

Aliojed
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